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ABSTRACT 

t 

Given  the  detrimental  effects  of  drug  abuse  on  the  individual  abusers,  in 
addition  to  the  problems  they  present  to  the  rest  of  society,  it  is  not  surprising 
that  drug  abuse  has  long  been  a  major  issue  among  government  officials,  law 
enforcement  agencies,  teachers,  parents,  among  others.  Through  a  statewide 
sample  of  10,217  court  appearance  records,  this  research  examines  the 
parameters  of  the  problem  in  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  from  1973  to 
1981. 

The  data  indicate  that  drug  arraignments  increased  slightly  in 
Massachusetts  from  1973  to  1981.  Defendants  tended  to  be  young;  in  all  years  of 
the  study,  the  majority  of  those  charged  were  under  the  age  of  22.  In  most  years 
.from  1973  to  1981,  the  area  in  Massachusetts  which  had  the  largest  number  of 
arraignments  was  the  Southeastern  section  of  Massachusetts  which  includes 
Brockton,  parts  of  Norfolk  County  and  the  Cape  and  the  Islands.  This  large 
volume  of  charges  was  probably  due  to  the  amount  of  drug  smuggling  that  occurs 
in  the  Cap>e  and  the  Island  area.  Not  unusual  for  any  large  metropolitan  area, 
arraignments  were  also  consistently  high  in  the  Boston/Brookline  area. 

Of  any  controlled  substance,  marijuana  offenses  occurred  most  frequently 
over  the  course  of  the  study,  and  arraignments  for  this  offense  increased  by 
almost  one-third  from  1973  to  1981.  Furthermore,  large  numbers  of 
arraignments  for  marijuana  were  not  isolated  occurences;  drug  defendants,  in  all 
areas  of  Massachusetts,  were  most  often  charged  with  this  class  offense  in  all 
years  of  the  study.  Multiple  and  cocaine /amphetamine  offenses  also  increased 
from  1973  tol98l,  while  heroin  and  opiate  charges  decreased. 

Given  the  number  of  those  who  were  charged  with  a  non-drug  offense  at 
the  time  of  drug  arraignment  in  all  years,  the  data  also  suggest  that  there  may 
be  a  link  between  drug  abuse  and  a  general  disregard  for  law  abiding  behavior. 

Most  of  the  defendants  were  arraigned  for  possession  rather  than 
distributing;  of  those  distributing,  in  every  year,  marijuana  was  the  controlled 
substance  dispensed  most  often.  However,  multiple  and  cocaine/amphetamine 
distribution  increased  substantially  from  1977  to  1981,  indicating  that  illegal 
circulation  of  these  drugs  was  becoming  a  greater  problem  in  Massachusetts. 
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INTRODUCTION 


In  1973,  the  Prison  Health  Project,  in  cooperation  with  the  Office  of  the 
Commissioner  of  Probation,  compiled  statistics  on  the  drug  defendant  population 
in  Massachusetts.  From  197^^  to  1981,  the  Office  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Probation  continued  this  drug  monitoring  program.  The  purpose  of  this  research 
was  to  assess  shifts  in  volume  of  drug  arraignments,  age  of  defendants,  class  of 
drugs  and  geographical  region  where  drug  arraignments  occurred.  From  1977  to 
1981,  the  scope  of  the  analysis  was  expanded  to  include  class  by  region,  non-drug 
offenses  occurring  at  the  time  of  drug  offenses,  possession  vs.  distribution 
arraignments,  and  distribution  by  class. 

Data  in  this  report  includes  only  those  defendants  who  were  arraigned  for 
drug  offenses  in  superior,  district  and  juvenile  courts  in  the  Commonwealth.  The 
data  does  not  reflect  those  arraigned  in  federal  courts,  those  admitted  to 
treatment  programs,  or  those  admitted  to  hospital  crisis  centers. 

While  this  study  examines  criminal/delinquency  arraignments  on  drug 
charges,  it  does  not  purport  to  draw  conclusions  on  the  conviction  rate  for 
controlled  substance  violations.  (Note:  For  dispositional  information  on  drug 
defendants  see;  Drugs  in  Massachusetts;  Convictions,  Sentences,  and  Recidivism 
Among  Class  "A"  and  Class  "D"  Defendants.  Brown  et  al..  Office  of  the 
Commissioner  of  Probation,  9/30/80)  This  study  only  addresses  various  questions 
regarding  drug  defendants,  not  adjudicated  offenders. 

The  data  measures  only  new  arraignments  for  drug  offenses.  Changing 
patterns  of  controlled  substance  offenses  may  be  a  function  of  actual  changes  in 
drug  usage  or  may  be  related  to  discretionary  issues  within  local  criminal  justice 
agencies. 
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LITERATURE  REVIEW 


Rate  of  Drug  Use 

Nationally,  various  studies  report  an  increase  in  drug  abuse  in  the  seventies 
and  a  decline  by  the  early  eighties.  However,  studies  differ  on  what  year  the 
decline  began. 

In  the  fall  of  1980  issue  of  "The  Connection",  the  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services  reported  that: 

"Responding  to  growing  incidence  of  drug  abuse,  the  nationwide  treatment 
system  expanded  rapidly  from  only  a  handful  of  clin  ics  in  the  early  1970s  to 
the  present  network  of  over  3200  treatment  units.  Annual  expenditures  for 
drug  treatment  are  now  over  $518  million."  ("The  Connection",  Fall 
1980:16) 

According  to  the  National  Household  Surveys  on  Drug  Abuse  done  by  the 
National  Institute  on  Drug  Abuse,  the  percentage  of  the  U.S.  population  who 
reported  current  drug  use  (using  drugs  for  20  or  more  days  in  the  past  month) 
increased  from  1972  to  1979.  And,  from  1979  to  1982,  although  the  percentage 
of  the  population  using  some  drugs  increased  (stimulants  and  analgestics),  the 
percentage  of  the  population  who  currently  used  marijuana  and  other  drugs 
declined  significantly.  Nationwide  arrest  totals  compiled  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of 
Justice  Statistics  indicate  that  drug  violations  rose  in  the  early  part  of  the  70s, 
but  gradually  declined  after  1975.  In  1973,  312.^  persons  per  100,000  were 
arrested  for  drug  violations,  in  197^,  339.3,  in  1975,  283.6,  in  1976,  285.2,  in 
1977,  289.^^,  in  1978,  288.3,  and  in  1979,  253.8. 

What  of  the  decrease  by  the  eighties?  Brecher  et  al.  attributed  much  of 
the  increase  in  drug  use  in  the  sixties  to  the  sensationalistic  publicity  use  to 
counter  drug  abuse.  As  they  state,  "Both  the  perils  and  the  warnings  function  as 
lures."  (Brecher  et  al.,  1972:  52^).  To  increase  publicity  on  drugs  was  to  alert 
people  to  the  existence  of  these  drugs.  Curiosity  led  people  to  try  the  drugs  and 
when  they  found  that  many  of  the  publicized  harmful  effects  were  not  true,  they 
believed  none  of  of  the  warnings  and  continued  to  use  the  drugs.  The  decrease  in 
drug  use  by  the  eighties  may  in  part  be  due  to  more  accurate  drug  abuse 
information  being  disseminated  in  the  schools  and  to  the  public  at  large.  In  the 
High  School  Survey,  done  by  the  National  Institute  on  Drug  Abuse  in  1982,  the 
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high  school  seniors  themselves  reported  that  their  decline  in  drug  use  was  due  to 
their  growing  concern  about  the  health  consequences  of  regular  use  and  less  peer 
acceptance  (National  Institute  on  Drug  Abuse,  1982). 

Age  of  the  DniR  User 

Research  on  particular  characteristics  of  drug  abusers  show  that  the 
majority  of  those  who  abuse  drugs  are  juveniles  and  young  adults. 

In  the  National  Household  Surveys  on  Drug  Abuse,  Youths  (age  12  to  17) 
reported  they  currently  used  drugs  twice  as  often  as  Older  Adults(26+);  Young 
Adults(i8-25)  reported  they  currently  used  drugs  ten  times  as  often  as  Older 
Adults.  From  1973-1979,  arrest  figures  compiled  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Justice 
Statistics  indicate  that  over  70%  of  those  who  were  arrested  for  drug  violations 
were  under  25  and  approximately  15%  were  under  17. 

Studies  on  changes  in  ages  of  drug  users  from  the  70s  to  the  80s  indicate 
that  drug  use  among  the  young  increased  in  the  70s  and  showed  a  decrease  by  the 
80s.  Statistics  on  use  among  older  adults  are  ambiguous.  In  the  Handbook  on 
Drug  Abuse,  Blum  and  Richards,  state  that  "Nonmedical  drug  use  is  spreading 
downward  by  age  so  that  now  in  1978  in  many  areas,  it  is  an  elementary  school 
phenomenon."  (Blum  and  Richards,  1979:  260).  The  National  Household  Surveys 
on  Drug  Abuse  indicate  that  current  use  among  youths  age  12  to  17  increased 
from  1972  to  1979,  as  did  current  use  among  young  adults  age  18  to  25  and  older 
adults  age  26  and  over.  From  1979  to  1982,  drug  use  decreased  in  the  Youths  and 
Young  Adult  group,  but  increased  in  the  Older  Adult  group.  The  U.S.  Bureau  of 
Justice  Statistics  shows  a  similiar  pattern.  Arrests  for  those  under  25  and  under 
17  gradually  increased  from  1973  to  1978  and  from  1978  to  1979  they  decreased. 
For  adults,  26  years  and  older,  arrests  increased  from  1973  to  1979;  arrest  for 
this  age  group  showed  no  decrease  up  to  this  year. 

Many  have  researched  possible  explanations  for  the  high  rate  of  drug  use 
among  young  people.  In  a  Gallup  Youth  Survey,  the  youths  themselves  sighted 
four  main  reasons: 

1.  escape  from  pressures  in  the  home,  school,  and  among  peers, 
•  2.  conformity  -  the  "in  thing", 
3.  relaxing/good  times, 
k.  individual  performance  enhancement. 

(Boston  Globe,  8/29/77:31). 


In  a  study  of  college  students,  the  students  reported  they  used  marijua'na  to 
expand  consciousness,  sensation  seeking,  or  to  get  away  (Segal  et  al.,  1980). 
Beschner,  in  his  study  on  youths.  Youth  Drug  Abuse,  reports  they  use  drugs  for 
pleasure  and  relief  of  boredom  and  psychic  distress  (Beschner  et  al.,  1979). 
Generally,  the  authors  agree  that  youth  is  a  difficult  time  and  drugs  are  a  means 
to  escape  the  pressures.  Secondly,  youth  is  a  time  of  experimentation  in  all 
facets  of  life,  including  use  of  drugs.  Finally,  youth  is  a  time  for  pleasure  and 
excitement  and  youths  feel  they  will  gain  these  sensations  through  use  of  drugs. 

While  most  agree  that  drug  use  is  more  frequent  among  young  people  as 
opposed  to  older  people,  in  the  Handbook  on  Drug  Abuse,  Carl  Eisdorfer  and 
Michele  Basen  raise  important  questions  about  drug  use  among  older  persons. 
They  report,  "In  general  older  persons  are  not  arrested  and  rarely  get  into  the 
criminal  justice  system;  instead  they  are  protected  and  supported  by  physicians 
and  families  and  friends."  (Eisdorfer  and  Basen,  1979:  272).  These  authors  note 
some  of  the  following  research.  Wynne  and  Heller  in  1973  reported  that  one  of 
five  patients  entering  the  geriatrics  unit  of  general  hospitals  was  also  reported 
to  display  drug  related  problems.  They  also  review  that  while  some  authors  feel 
that  addicts  tend  to  die  young,  other  authors  report  that  older  persons  switch 
their  abuse  patterns  to  licit  (prescription)  drugs.  They  note  that  while  the  aged 
comprise  approximately  10.5%  of  our  population,  they  use  25%  of  the 
presecription  drugs  (Eisdorfer  and  Basen,  1979:  272-273). 

Drug  Use  by  Typ>e  of  Region 

Studies  comparing  drug  abuse  rates  in  different  types  of  regions  conclude 
that  drug  abuse  occurs  most  frequently  in  cities,  less  often  in  suburban  areas  and 
least  frequently  in  rural  areas. 

In  the  National  Survey  on  Drug  Abuse,  Main  Findings,  1979  Fisburne  et  al, 
substantiated  this  gradiation.  From  a  sample  of  722^  individuals  in  the 
Northeast  they  found  that,  of  those  12-17  in  metropolitan  areas,  36%  had  ever 
used  marijuana  and  3.5%  had  ever  used  other  types  of  drugs.  Of  this  same  age 
group  in  suburban  areas,  27%  had  ever  used  marijuana  and  2.5%  had  ever  used 
other  types  of  drugs.  In  rural  areas,  27%  had  ever  used  marijuana  and  2%  had 
ever  used  other  types  of  drugs.  Of  the  18-25  age  group  in  metropolitan  areas, 
73%  had  ever  used  marijuana  and  17%  had  used  other  types  of  drugs.  In  suburban 
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areas,  61%  had  ever  used  marijuana  and  1^.5%  had  ever  used  other  drugs.  In 
rural  areas,  60%  had  ever  used  marijuana  and  1^^.25%  had  ever  used  other  types 
of  drugs.  Of  the  26  and  over  age  group,  in  metropolitan  areas  23%  had  ever  used 
marijuana  and  ^.5%  had  ever  used  other  drugs.  In  the  suburban  areas,  1^%  had 
ever  used  marijuana  and  2.75%  had  ever  used  other  drugs.  In  rural  areas,  13% 
had  ever  used  marijuana  and  2.5%  had  ever  used  other  types  of  drugs  (Fisburne  et 
al.,  1979). 

The  U.S.  Bureau  of  Justice  Statistics  arrest  data  concur  v/ith  the  above 
findings.  From  1973  to  1979,  in  all  years,  the  greatest  number  of  drug  violations 
per  100,000  occurred  in  the  cities;  suburban  areas  had  the  second  most  arrest  per 
100,000  and  rural  areas  the  least. 

In  a  1980  survey  of  the  research  on  drug  abuse,  Gandossy  et  al.  found  that, 
"In  general,  addicts  tend  to  reside  in  urban  centers,  particularly  in  the  Northeast. 
"(Gandossy  et  al.,  1980:xii). 

According  to  arrest  data  by  the  Bureau  of  Justice  Statistics,  this  pattern 
did  not  change  throughout  the  70s.  Although  in  certain  years  violations 
increased  in  some  areas  and'decreased  in  other,  or  increased  or  decreased  more 
substantially  in  some  areas,  in  all  years  violations  were  most  frequent  in  the 
cities,  less  frequent  in  the  suburbs  and  occurred  least  often  in  rural  areas. 

Researchers  have  put  forward  possible  explanations  for  this  pattern.  In 
Drugs  and  Crime:  A  Survey  and  Analysis  of  the  Literature,  Gandossy  et  al.  state 
that  the  areas  where  drug  abuse  occurs  frequently  (urban  Northeast)  are 
particularly  characterised  by  poverty,  high  rates  of  delinquency  and  a  high 
concentration  of  minority  groups  (Gandossy  et  al.,  i980:xii).  From  their 
research,  Nyberg  and  Staggs(1976)  conclude  that  rural  adolescent  drug  users  are 
more  likely  to  hoard  their  drugs  and  not  share  them  with  others  than  are  urban 
adolescents.  Others  have  proposed  that  because  of  the  sparcity  of  the  population 
and  the  tendency  of  drug  pushers  to  choose  the  largest  market  for  their  drugs, 
drugs  are  not  as  available  in  rural  areas. 

Type  of  Drugs  Used 

Studies  on  particular  kinds  of  drug  abuse  overwhelmingly  conclude  that 
marijuana  is  the  most  widely  used  illicit  drug  in  the  United  States.    In  the 
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National  Household  Surveys  on  Drug  Abuse,  in  all  years  from  1972  to  1982,  all 

age  groups  reported  current  use,  use  within  the  past  year,  or  ever  using 

f 

marijuana  three  times  as  often  as  any  other  drug.  According  to  the  U.S.  Bureau 
of  Justice  Statistics,  from  1973  to  1979,  there  were  at  least  four  times  as  many 
arrests  for  marijuana  in  any  year  compared  with  any  other  class  of  drug. 
Brotman  and  Suffet  in  Drug  Use  in  America:  Problems  in  Perspective  state,  "One 
thing  is  unmistakeably  clear;  marijuana  use  in  now  a  fact  of  American  life". 
(Brotman  and  Suffet,  1973:1106). 

Research  on  marijuana  use  points  to  an  increase  in  the  use  of  this  drug  in 
the  70s  and  decline  in  use  by  the  80s.  In  the  1970s,  there  was  a  movement  to 
legalize  this  drug,  indicating  that  the  drug  was  popular  with  many  people.  That 
movement  has  died  down  in  the  eighties.  According  to  the  National  Household 
Surveys  on  Drug  Abuse,  current  marijuana  use  increased  among  all  age  groups 
from  1972  to  1979.  From  1979  to  1982,  reported  current  use  decreased.  Arrest 
rates  gathered  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Justice  Statistics  indicate  a  different 
pattern.  Marijuana  violations  fluctuated  up  and  down  between  1973  and  1979  and 
by  1979  arrests  were  down  by  6.9%.  However,  the  decrease  in  arrests  may  be 
due  to  the  statutory  accommodation  in  10  states,  the  relaxation  of  the  existing 
statutes  in  other  locals  and  the  more  accepting  attitudes  towards  marijuana  in 
the  1970s. 

Cocaine  is  the  second  most  widely  used  drug  according  to  recent  studies. 
Further,  cocaine  use  has  shown  a  general  upward  trend  through  the  70s  and  into 
the  80s.  From  1972  to  1982,  the  National  Household  Survey  found  that  cocaine 
use  doubled  in  all  age  groups.  According  to  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Justice  Statistics, 
cocaine  violations  fluctuated  up  and  down  from  1973  to  1979.  However,  in  every 
year  except  1976  and  1979,  cocaine,  opium,  and  their  derivatives  ranked  second 
next  to  marijuana  in  number  of  arrests.  From  1973  to  197^^,  the  Client  Oriented 
Data  Acquisition  Process  reported  1^93  primary  cocaine  admissions,  while  in 
1976  they  report  269^f. 

Brecher  et  al.,  in  Licit  and  Illicit  Drugs,  offer  a  possible  explanation  for 
this  increase  in  cocaine  use.  They  state  that  by  the  end  of  the  60s  there  was 
increasing  pressure  on  the  amphetamine  market  due  to  phsysicians  carefully 
watching  prescriptions  and  police  agencies  cracking  down  on  diversion  of  legal 
stimulants  and  illicit  speed  labs.  These  changes,  which  made  amphetamines 
unavailable,  produced  an  increase  in  cocaine  smuggling  and  caused  drug  users  to 
switch  to  cocaine  (Brecher  et  al.,  1972). 
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Drugs  and  Crime:  A  Survey  and  Analysis  of  the  Literature,  Gandossy  et  al., 
report  that  "Most  experts  agree  that  heroin,  of  all  drugs,  inflicts  the  greatest 
social  harm".  (Grandossy  et  al.,  1980:2).  Fortunately,  research  on  heroin  use 
indicates  that  only  a  small  percentage  of  the  United  States  population  use  this 
drug.  Gandossy  et  al.,  report  that  according  to  recent  research  (1975-1976), 
approxiately  1.39  to  2%  of  the  U.S.  population  have  ever  used  heroin  (Gandossy 
et  al.,  1980).  The  National  Household  Surveys  on  Drug  Abuse  indicate  that  from 
1972  to  1979,  approxiately  .6%  of  the  youths  age  12  to  17,  3.5%  of  the  young 
adults  age  18  to  25,  and  .65%  of  the  older  adults  age  26  and  over  had  ever  used 
heroin. 

Studies  on  heroin  use  trends  from  the  70s  to  80s  do  not  show  any  definite 
trend.  The  National  Household  Survey  figures  from  1972  to  1982  are  erratic. 
However,  use  did  show  a  general  downward  trend  in  the  18  to  25  age  group.  As 
this  group  contains  the  largest  number  of  drug  users,  this  may  indicate  a  general 
downward  trend.  However,  in  1973-197^,  the  Drug  Abuse  Warning  Network 
reported  that  92,592  admissions  were  for  heroin,  in  1975,  125,319  and  in  1976, 
1^^0,096.  In  Boston,  heroin  related  deaths  decreased  from  10  in  1976  to  2  in  1981. 
However,  while  drug  related  emergency  room  admissions  decreased  from  1976  to 
1978,  from  1978  to  1981,  they  increased  (Lambert,  1982). 

The  use  of  stimulants  and  tranquilizers  has  increased  from  the  70s  and  into 
the  80s.  According  to  the  National  Household  Survey  on  Drug  Abuse,  the  number 
of  those  who  had  ever  used,  currently  used  or  used  stimulants  in  the  last  year 
increased  in  all  age  groups  from  1972  to  1982.  The  number  of  those  who  had 
ever  used  tranquilizers  increased  from  1972  to  1982  in  all  age  groups  except 
those  26  years  and  older.  This  was  also  true  for  those  who  had  used  tranquilizers 
in  the  last  year.  Current  use  increased  among  those  18  to  25,  decreased  among 
those  12  to  17  and  remained  the  same  for  those  26  and  older.  Beschner  et  al.,  in 
Youth  Drug  Abuse  (1979)  and  Everett  Ellinwood  in  The  Handbook  of  Drug  Abuse 
(1979)  both  comment  on  the  increase  in  the  use  of  these  drugs.  They  support 
that  the  increase  in  the  use  of  these  drugs  may  be  due  to  their  increasing  use  to 
induce  weight  loss.  Barbituate  use  may  also  have  increased  due  to  its  increasing 
use  to  relieve  anxiety  and  insomia. 

Drug  Abuse  and  Crime 

An  enormous  amount  of  research  has  been  done  on  the  relationship  between 
drug  abuse  and  criminal  activity.  Two  main  questions  are  raised  in  this  research. 
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First,  is  there  a  connection  and  secondly,  if  a  connection  does  exist,  why  does  it. 
Proposed  explanations  include:  1)  pharmacutical  effects  of  the  drugs,  2)  thpft  to 
support  the  drug  habit,  and  3)  general  involvement  in  a  deviant  subculture. 

Researchers  conclude  that  there  is  a  connection  between  drug  abuse  and 
crime.  Numerous  studies  of  arrest  data  and  treatment  program  records  indicate 
that  frequently  those  who  abuse  drugs,  commit  crimes  (Report  of  the  Select 
Committee  on  Narcotics  Abuse,  1980;  Eckerman  et  al.,  1971;  McBride,  1975; 
Kozel  and  Dupont,  1977;  and  Hartford  et  al,  1976). 

O'Donnell  et  al.,  further  found  from  a  sample  of  2510  young  men  that 
those  who  used  drugs  committed  crimes  against  property  and  alcohol  and  drug 
related  offenses  more  often  than  those  who  did  not  use  drugs.  And  as  the  extent 
of  marijuana  use  increased,  so  did  criminal  activity  (O'Donnell  et  al.,  1976). 

While  researchers  agree  that  there  is  a  connection  between  drug  abuse  and 
crime,  they  do  not  agree  on  what  that  connection  is.  Only  a  few  studies  have 
found  that  the  direct  pharmacutical  effects  of  drugs  lead  the  drug  user  to 
commit  crimes.  In  a  study  of  youthful  offenders,  T.R.  Tinkelberg  found  that 
barbituate  use  may  potentiate  aggressive  behavior  (Tinkelberg  197^).  Malmquist 
found  barbituate  use  to  be  associated  with  adolescent  homicides  (Malmquist, 
1971).  The  National  Institute  on  Drug  Abuse  found  in  a  study  of  10  active 
professional  pickpockets  that  they  used  drugs  to  avoid,  'loosing  their  nerve'  when 
stealing. 

Many  studies  have  shown  that  drug  abusers  turn  to  crime  to  support  their 
habits.  And  as  McGlothlin,  in  his  article,  "Drugs  and  Crime"  (Handbook  on  Drug 
Abuse)  proposes,  illegal  means  may  often  be  necessary  as  the  drug  user  may  find 
legal  employment  difficult  to  secure  (McGlothlin,  1979:357).  Ari  Kiev,  in  his 
interviews  with  drug  addicts  found  many  committed  crimes  to  support  their  habit 
(Kiev,  1975).  As  stated  previously  in  this  report,  in  a  study  by  O'Donnell  et  al. 
crimes  against  property  occurred  more  frequently  among  those  who  abused  drugs 
as  opposed  to  those  who  did  not  use  drugs.  McGlothlin  et  al.  in  "An  Evaluation  of 
the  California  Addict  Program",  found  that  crime  against  property  increased 
after  addictions  (McGlothlin,  1977).  In  an  interview  of  20  heroin  addicts,  Incardi 
et  al,  also  found  that  crimes  against  property  increased  after  addiction  (Incardi, 
1981). 


In  all  the  above  studies,  drug  abuse  was  related  to  crime  against  property. 
However,  in  much  of  the  research,  criminal  activity  was  apparent  before  drug 
use.  Many  other  studies  have  found  this  (Report  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Narcotics,  1939;  a  report  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education  and 
Welfare,  1963;  President's  Commission,  1967;  Stanton,  1969;  Chamber  et  al, 
1970).  Given  the  above  findings,  many  researchers  conclude  that  due  to  general 
involvement  in  a  deviant  subculture,  drugs  abuse  and  criminal  activity  go  hand  in 
hand.  Ari  Kiev,  interviewing  addicts  found  these  comments:  "I  was  mostly 
prostituting  and  smoking  reefer  at  that  time.  Then  I  started  using  acid,  I  was 
tripping  alot."  (Kiev,  1975:10^-105).  Two  others  stated  they  did  not  steal  to 
support  their  habit,  but  they  stole  because  it  was  their  way  of  life  (Kiev,  1975). 
In  a  NIDA  study  of  nine  motorcyclists,  it  was  found  that  they  also  did  not 
commit  crimes  for  the  money  (Incardi,  1981).  Using  drugs  and  committing 
crimes  were  part  of  their  regular  group  association  patterns. 

Possession  and  Distribution/Intent  to  Distribute 

According  to  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Justice  Statistics  (1976-1979);  nationally 
approximately  80%  of  those  arrested  for  drug  violations  are  arrested  for 
possession  and  approximately  20%  are  arrested  for  sale/manufacturing.  This 
pattern  did  not  change  from  1976  to  1979.  In  all  years,  marijuana  was  the  drug 
being  so  Id /manufactured  most  often.  In  1976,  13.8%  of  the  drug  violations  were 
for  sale /manufacture  of  marijuana,  7%  for  heroin  and  cocaine,  1%  for  synthetic 
narcotics,  and  1%  for  other  drugs.  These  percentages  remained  fairly  constant 
for  1976  to  1979. 

Many  researchers  have  noted  the  increase  in  law  enforcement  activities  to 
curtail  distribution.  However,  as  Robert  DuPont  in  his  article,  "The  Future  of 
Drug  Abuse  Prevention"  states,  "Overhanging  drug  abuse  prevention  policy  in  the 
Nation  and  throughout  the  world  is  the  dark  cloud  of  organized  and  unorganized 
crime  -  the  vast  sums  of  money  now  generated  by  illegal  drug  trafficking." 
(DuPont,  1979:^^50).  Therefore,  while  law  enforcement  activity  has  increased, 
the  selling  of  drugs  may  be  difficult  to  curtail  due  to  the  large  monetary  gain 
possible. 
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METHODOLOGY 


Massachusetts  is  unique  in  that  the  Office  of  the  Comnnissioner  of 
Probation  (OCP)  centrally  maintains  statewide  files  of  criminal  history 
information,  dating  back  to  192^^.  The  files  include  records  of  new  charges,  as 
well  as  the  status  of  continued  cases  and  dispositional  information. 

In  each  year  of  the  study,  from  1973  to  1981,  four  sample  weeks  were 
chosen.  One  week  in  each  quarter  of  the  year  was  selected  to  control  for 
seasonal  variation.  All  arraignments  with  drug  offenses  were  included  in  the 
study;  continued  or  disposed  cases  were  not  counted.  Court  appearance  records 
had  to  list  at  least  one  drug  offense  (with  or  without  other  charges)  to  qualify. 


Definitions 

1.  Regions:  For  the  purpose  of  collapsing  the  data,  Massachusetts  cities  and 
towns  were  divided  into  seven  regions,  using  standard  geographical  areas  defined 
by  the  Department  of  Mental  Health. 

Region  I  Berkshire,  Franklin,  Hampshire  and  Hampden  Counties 

Region  I  Primarily  Worcester  County 

Region  III  Northern  and  northwestern  Middlesex  County  and  the 


Lowell 


Region  IV 


Essex  County  plus  the  Malden-Medford-Everett  areas  in 
Middlesex  County 

Most  of  Norfolk  County  plus  the  southernmost  area  in 

Middlesex  County 

Suffolk  County  plus  Brookline 

Southernmost  Norfolk  County  plus  the  Brockton  area  and 


Region  V 


Region  VI 
Region  VII 


all  of  southeastern  Massachusetts. 


2.  Drug  Classes:  The  classes  in  this  report  are  those  in  the  schedule  used  by 
the  courts  and  established  by  the  Legislature  according  to  criteria  of 
potentiality  for  abuse,  degree  of  currently  accepted  medical  usage  and 
probability  of  physical  or  psychological  dependence  with  Class  A,  the  most 
serious  and  Class  E,  the  least  serious. 


Class  A  Heroin,  other  named  opiate  derivatives 

Class  B  Amphetamines,  methamphetamine,  cocaine,  methadone, 

opium  barbituates 

Class  C  Hallucinogens,  including  LSD,  DMT,  THC,  Hashish,  PCP 

Class  D  Marijuana  and  certain  barbitals 

Class  E  Dilute     mixtures    of    codeine,    morphine,    or  opium 

prescription  drugs  not  named  elsewhere 
Other  Miscellaneous  categories  of  drug  offenses  (no  controlled 

substances) 


Number  of  Arraignments 

During  the  four  sample  weeks  in  1973,  1,170  individuals  were  arraigned  on 
drug  charges  in  Massachusetts.  By  1976,  drug  arraignments  had  decreased  by 
33%  to  785  (the  lowest  number  of  arraignments  over  the  course  of  the  study). 
However,  in  subsequent  years,  drug  arraignments  began  to  increase  and  by  1979, 
1,329  persons  were  charged  (the  highest  number  of  arraignments  over  the  course 
of  the  study).  Overall,  arraignments  for  drug  offenses  rose  10.4%,  from  1,170  in 
1973  to  1,292  in  1981. 

Age  at  Arraignment 

According  to  the  data  in  Table  1,  of  the  total  sample  in  1973,  60.7%  of 
those  arraigned  on  drug  charges  were  under  the  age  of  22  and  9.8%  were  under 
the  age  of  17. 

From  1973  to  1981,  the  number  of  persons  charged  under  22  decreased  by 
4.8%  and  in  1981,  52.5%  of  the  sample  were  under  22.  The  number  of  those 
charged  under  17  increased  by  32.2%  and  by  1981,  11.8%  of  the  sample  were 
under  17. 


The  above  data  does  not  indicate  any  large  shifts  in  the  age  distribution  of 
drug  users  over  the  course  of  the  study.  And  in  all  years  of  the  study,  the 
majority  of  those  arraigned  on  drug  charges  were  under  22  and  less  than  15% 
were  under  17. 

Residence  by  Region 

As  can  be  seen  from  the  data  in  Table  II,  Region  VII,  which  includes  the 
Brockton  area,  part  of  Norfolk  county  and  the  Cape  area  and  the  Islands,  had  the 
largest  volume  of  drug  arraignments  (215)  in  1973.  In  that  same  year.  Region  VI, 
which  includes  the  Boston/ Brookline  area,  had  the  second  largest  number  of  drug 
charges  (179). 

By  1981,  the  number  of  arraignments  in  Region  VII  decreased  by  one; 
however  this  region  still  had  the  greatest  number  of  arraignments  in  1981  (214). 
From  1973  to  1981,  arraignments  increased  by  17.3%  in  the  Boston/Brookline 
area  and  by  1981,  Region  VI  ranked  a  close  second  to  Region  VII  in  number  of 
arraignments  (210).  Regions  which  had  a  substantial  increase  in  the  number  of 
drug  charges  from  1973  to  1981  included  Region  II  (Worcester  County)  and 
Region  IV  (Essex  County  and  the  Malden-Medford-Everett  area);  in  these  regions, 
drug  charges  increased  by  51.2%  and  59.1%  respectively.  From  1973  to  1981, 
arraignments  did  not  decrease  substantially  in  any  area,  except  in  the  Out  of 
State  category  (-33.3%) 

Given  that  drug  smuggling  occurs  through  the  Cape  area  and  the  Islands,  it 
is  not  surprising  that,  in  five  years,  out  of  the  nine  years  of  the  study,  this  area 
had  the  largest  number  of  arraignments.  However,  in  some  years,  arraignments 
in  this  area  were  low.  This  may  indicate  a  fear  of  smuggling  due  to  increased 
police  surveillance  in  the  area  or  that,  in  some  years,  law  enforcement  officials 
caught  the  smugglers  and  in  some  years  they  did  not. 

Research  has  shown  that  drug  abuse  is  often  widespread  in  large 
metropolitan  areas.  Over  the  nine  years  of  the  study  (except  in  1979  when 
Region  VI  ranked  third),  the  Boston/Brookline  area  either  had  the  greatest  or  the 
second  largest  number  of  arraignments. 


Substance  by  Class 

According  to  the  data  in  Table  III,  in  the  1973  sample,  those  charged  for 
drug  offenses  were  most  often  arraigned  for  Class  "D"  (marijuana)  offenses 
(^8.2%).  The  second  largest  number  of  arraignments  (other  than  the  Unknown 
category)  were  for  Class  "A"(heroin)  (12.1%),  while  multiple  offenses  ranked 
third  (10.0%). 

By  1981,  Class  "D"  offenses  had  increased  by  31.9%.  As  stated  previously 
in  this  report,  from  1973  to  1981,  the  number  of  juveniles  arraigned  also 
increased  (by  32.2%).  In  a  previous  study  by  this  office  (Juvenile  Defendants  in 
Massachusetts;  Patterns  of  Delinquency  Charges  (1978-1980),  Nov.  1980),  it  was 
found  that  82%  of  the  controlled  substance  violations  by  juveniles  were  for  Class 
"D"  substances.  Given  this,  the  increase  in  Class  "D"  arraignments  from  1973  to 
1981  might  have  been  due  to  the  increase  in  the  number  of  juveniles  arraigned  on 
drug  charges  over  this  time  period. 

While  Class  "D"  arraignments  increased  between  1973  and  1981,  Class  "A" 
arraignments  showed  a  general  downward  trend  over  the  nine  years  of  the  study. 
From  1973  to  1981,  Class  "A"  arraignments  decreased  by  1^5 A%;  by  1981,  Class 
"A"  ranked  fourth  in  number  of  arraignments.  Multiple  offenses  which  increased 
by  4i.9%  from  1973  to  1981,  ranked  second.  Class  "B",  which  includes  cocaine, 
amphetamines  etc.  showed  an  upward  trend  from  1977,  and  by  1981  Class  "B" 
ranked  third.  Arraignments  for  this  class  increased  by  69.4%  from  1973  to  1981, 
indicating  that  use  of  these  drugs  was  becoming  a  problem  in  Massachusetts. 

Region  Toted  by  Class 

In  1977,  and  continuing  through  1981,  the  analysis  of  the  study  was 
expanded  to  include  region  totals  for  each  class.  This  data  was  recorded,  to 
determine  if  particular  kinds  of  drugs  accounted  for  the  drug  abuse  problem  in 
any  region. 

As  indicated  by  the  data  in  Table  IV,  in  1977,  in  all  regions,  except  Region 
VI,  Class  "D"  arraignments  accounted  for  more  than  half  of  all  drug 
arraignments.  In  Region  VI  (the  Boston/Brookline  area),  only  36.6%  of  the 
sample  were  arraigned  for  Class  "D"  offenses.  27.3%  were  arraigned  for  Class 
"A"  offenses  indicating  that  heroin  was  almost  as  big  a  problem  as  marijuana  in 
the  Boston/Brookline  area  in  1977. 
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From  1977  to  1981,  substantial  shifts  in  patterns  of  drug  use  in  any  region 
were  as  follows.  In  Region  I  (Berkshire,  Franklin,  Hampshire,  and  Hampden 
Counties),  Class  "A"  arraignments  decreased  by  78.1%.  In  Region  III  (parts  of 
Middlesex  County  and  the  Lowell  area).  Class  "D"  arraignments  decreased  by 
32.1%.  In  Region  IV  (Essex  County  etc.).  Class  "D"  and  Multiple  offenses 
Increased  by  90.5%  and  160%  respectively.  In  Region  VI,  Class  "D"  arraignments 
Increased  by  26.8%  and  Class  "A"  arraignments  decreased  by  16%,  indicating  a 
shift  away  from  heroin  toward  marijuana  in  the  Boston/Brookline  area  by  1981. 
In  Region  VII,  Class  "B"  arraignments  quadrupled;  this  increase  may  point  to  an 
expansion  in  cocaine/amphetamine  smuggling  in  the  Cape  and  Island  area.  In  the 
Out  of  State  category,  Class  "D"  arraignments  increased  by  52.2%. 

Class  Totals  by  Region 

Between  1977  and  1981,  the  analysis  was  again  expanded  to  include  class 
totals  by  region.  (Note  that  for  Class  "C",  Class  "E",  and  the  Other  category, 
numbers  of  arraignments  were  not  large  enough  to  determine  significant  trends 
from  1977  to  1981). 

As  can  be  seen  by  a  review  of  Table  V,  in  1977,  the  greatest  number  of 
Class  "A",  Class  "B",  Class  "C"  and  Class  "E"  arraignments  occurred  in  the 
Boston/Brookline  area.  The  greatest  number  of  Class  "D"  arraignments  were  in 
Worcester  County.  Region  VII  had  the  greatest  number  of  Multiple  offenses. 
Region  III  had  the  largest  number  in  the  Other  category  and  Region  V,  the 
greatest  in  the  Unknown  category. 

From  1977  to  1981,  Class  "A"  arraignments  decreased  in  all  regions  except 
Region  VII;  Class  "A"  charges  decreased  most  substantially  in  Berkshire, 
Franklin,  Hampshire,  and  Hampden  Counties  (-78.1%).  While  Class  "A" 
arraignments  decreased  in  almost  all  regions  between  1977  and  1981,  Class  "B" 
arraignments  increased  in  all  regions,  except  in  Region  III.  In  four  regions 
(I,IV,VI,  and  VII)  and  in  the  Out  of  State  category.  Class  "D"  charges  increased 
from  1977  to  1981;  arraignments  for  this  class  increased  most  in  Essex  County 
and  the  Malden-Medford-Everett  area(+90.5%).  Multiple  offenses  increased  in 
Regions  I,  II,  IV,  VI,  and  the  Out  of  State  category  from  1977  to  1981,  and 
particularly  in  Region  IV  (Essex  County,  etc.)  where  charges  increased  by  160%. 
In  all  regions,  except  Region  I  and  the  Out  of  State  category,  unknown 
arraignments  increased  from  1977  to  1981. 


Simultaneous  Offense 

Given  the  importance  of  the  conclusions,  many  have  conjectured  on  the 
relationship  between  drug  abuse  and  crime.  To  explore  this  relationship, 
simultaneous  offenses  (the  non-drug  charges  occurring  at  the  time  of 
arraignment  for  drug  charges)  were  recorded  from  1977  to  1981. 

According  to  the  data  in  Table  VI,  in  1977,  68%  of  the  sample,  at  the  time 
of  arraignment  for  drug  offense  were  charged  only  with  drug  offenses.  The 
simultaneous  offenses  occurring  most  frequently  were  crimes  against  property 
(10%)  and  motor  vehicle  offenses  (10%). 

By  1981,  the  number  of  those  charged  with  drug  offenses  only  had 
decreased  by  6.^%.  Arraignments  for  crimes  against  property  at  the  time  of 
controlled  substance  offense  had  increased  by  Ik. 3%.  Motor  Vehicle  offenses 
had  increased  by  37.3%,  perhaps  pointing  to  the  recent  concern  over  driving 
under  the  influence.  Arraignments  for  crimes  against  public  order  increased  by 
91.^%  from  1977  to  1981,  and  by  1981,  individuals  were  most  often  charged  with 
this  offense  (1^%)  rather  than  for  crimes  against  property  or  motor  vehicle 
offenses,  at  time  of  arraignment  for  drug  offense. 

Many  have  been  speculated  that  people  who  abuse  drugs,  steal  to  support 
their  habit.  Over  the  five  years  of  study,  in  any  year,  not  more  than  11%  of  the 
sample  were  charged  with  crimes  against  property  at  the  time  of  drug 
arraignment;  the  figures  do  not  support  the  above  hypothesis.  However,  the 
hypothesis  can  not  be  discounted  based  on  these  findings,  as  drug  users  may  have 
stolen  at  another  time,  other  than  at  the  time  when  they  were  arrested  for  drug 
offense.  An  indepth  look  at  the  criminal  history  of  the  drug  offender  would  be 
needed,  but  this  analysis  was  not  within  the  scope  of  this  study. 

The  above  figures  do  not  indicate  that  being  under  the  influence  of  drug 
leads  to  violent  activity.  Over  the  five  years  of  the  study,  in  any  year,  not  more 
than  5%  of  the  sample  were  arraigned  for  crimes  against  person  at  the  time  of 
drug  arraignment. 
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However,  in  every  year  that  simultaneous  offenses  were  recorded 
approximately  ^0%  of  the  sample  were  arraigned  for  other  offenses  at  the  time 
of  drug  arraignment.  These  figures  do  suggest  that  there  may  be  a  link  between 
being  under  the  influence  of  drugs  and  a  general  disregard  for  law  abiding 
behavior. 

Type  of  Controlled  Substance  Offense 

From  1977  to  1981,  the  study  analysis  was  expanded  to  indicate  whether 
individuals  were  being  charged  with  simple  possession  (presence)  or  distributing 
(intending  to  distribute). 

Most  of  the  individuals  arraigned  for  drug  offenses  in  1977  were  charged 
with  possession  or  presence  (69%),  while  only  25%  were  arraigned  for  distributing 
or  intending  to  distribute,  according  to  the  data  in  Table  VII. 

By  1981,  the  number  of  those  charged  with  possession  (presence)  had 
increased  by  25 A%  and  in  1981,  73%  of  the  sample  were  arraigned  for  this 
charge.  Between  1973  and  1981,  distribution  (intention)  charges  increased  by 
12.8%  and  in  1981,  2^%  of  the  sample  were  arraigned  for  this  offense. 

The  above  data  does  not  indicate  any  substantial  change  in  patterns  of 
distributing  and  possessing  in  Massachusetts  from  1977-1981. 

Distributin^/IntendinR  to  Distribute,  by  Class 

From  1977  to  1981  arraignments  for  distributing/intending  to  distribute 
were  recorded  by  class  to  determine  the  composition  of  the  Massachusetts  Drug 
Trade. 

As  indicated  by  the  data  in  Table  VIII,  in  1977,  those  individuals  arraigned 
for  distributing  (intent)  were  most  often  dealing  in  Class  "D"  substances  (^3%) 
and  Class  "A"  substances  (22%). 


From  1977  to  1981,  the  number  of  arraigned  for  distributing/intending  to 
distribute  Class  "D"  fluctuated  up  or  down  by  20%  or  less  and  by  1981,  Class  "D" 
distribution  (intention)  had  decreased  by  10%  from  1977.  Although  Class  "A" 
arraignments  decreased  by  38.^%  from  1977  to  1981  (see  Table  III),  Class  "A" 
arraignments  for  distributing  (intent)  decreased  by  only  1^.8%.  (However,  the 
statistics  may  be  misleading  as  to  the  rate  of  decrease  in  distributing;  from  1978 
to  1980,  Class  "A"  distribution  showed  a  sharp  decrease,  but  from  1980  to  1981 
there  was  a  sharp  increase  which  may  have  been  due  to  the  small  size  of  the 
sample  in  this  category). 

Research  on  heroin  addicts  show  that  the  crimes  they  commit  are  primarily 
drug-related  or  economically  motivated.  Comparing  Table  III  and  Table  VII 
Indicates  that  those  charged  with  Class  "A"  offenses,  were  more  often  involved 
with  buying  and  selling,  than  those  charged  for  any  other  class,  in  all  years  of  the 
study.  (One  exception  occurred  in  1977,  when  Class  "C"  had  a  higher  percentage 
of  distributors). 

Other  changes  in  patterns  of  distribution  from  1977  to  1981  were  as 
follows.  Multiple  drug  distribution  (intention)  increased  dramatically  (by  13^.5%) 
and  by  1981,  while  Class  "D"  still  ranked  first  as  the  class  most  frequently 
distributed  (intended  to  be  distributed),  multiple  offenses  ranked  second  and 
Class  "A"  ranked  third.  Class  "B"  distribution  also  showed  an  upward  trend  over 
the  course  of  the  study,  and  by  1981,  Class  "B"  distribution  (intention)  had 
increased  by  6^%  from  1977.  Class  "C"  distribution  (intention)  showed  a  general 
downward  trend  from  1977  to  1981  and  by  1981,  had  decreased  by  ^5.5%. 

The  above  data  indicates  that  although  Class  "D"  distribution  may  have 
fluctuated  up  and  down  over  the  five  years  in  which  distributing/intending  to 
distribute,  by  class  was  recorded,  in  every  year  marijuana,  ranked  first  as  the 
drug  most  frequently  distributed.  The  selling  of  this  drug  was  from  1977  to  1981, 
and  probably  will  continue  to  be  a  major  concern  of  law  enforcement. 

The  data  also  indicate  certain  changes  in  controlled  substance  distribution 
from  1977  to  1981.  Multiple  drug  distribution  (intention)  increased,  indicating 


that  serious  drugs  were  becoming  a  greater  problem  in  Massachusetts.  However, 
arraignments  for  some  types  of  serious  drugs  were  increasing,  while 
arraignments  for  others  were  decreasing.  The  number  of  arraignments  for  the 
distribution  of  heroin  and  hallucinogens  such  as  LSD,  THC,  etc.  decreased, 
indicating  that  the  problem  with  these  drugs  might  be  easing.  However, 
arraignments  for  the  distribution  (intention)  of  Class  "B"  substances,  such  as 
cocaine  and  amphetamines  increased,  indicating  that  illegal  circulation  of  these 
drugs  was  becoming  a  greater  problem  in  Massachusetts  from  1977  to  1981. 

SUMMARY 

Arraignments  for  drug  offenses  rose  10.'^%  from  1,170  in  1973  to  1,292  in 
1981.  In  all  years,  approximately  50%  of  those  arraigned  were  under  22  and  less 
than  15%  were  under  17.  The  Boston/Brookline  area  or  the  Brockton,  Norfolk 
County  and  the  Cape  and  the  Islands  area  had  the  largest  number  of 
arraignments  in  any  year.  Of  any  substance,  marijuana  charges  occurred  most 
frequently  in  all  years.  Further,  arraignments  for  this  class  increased  by  31.9% 
from  1973  to  1981.  Multiple  offenses  also  increased  (by  41.9%)  from  1973  to 
1981  and  cocaine /amphetamine  charges  showed  a  general  upward  trend  from 
1977  to  1981.  Heroin  and  opiate  arraignments  decreased  by  k5A%  over  the 
course  of  the  study. 

In  all  regions,  from  1977  to  1981,  Class  "D"  (marijuana)  was  the  class 
arraigned  for  most  frequently.  Class  "A"  (heroin  and  opiates)  arraignments 
decreased  in  all  regions  but  one  from  1977  to  1981,  while  Class  "B" 
(cocaine /a mphe tarn nes)  arraignments  increased  in  all  regions  but  one  over  this 
time  period.  In  four  regions  (I,  IV,  VI,  VII)  Class  "D"  charges  increased  from  1977 
to  1981.  Multiple  offenses  also  increased  in  four  regions  (I,  II,  IV,  VI,). 

In  all  years  from  1977  to  1981,  approximately  kO%  of  the  sample  were 
arraigned  for  a  non-drug  offense  at  the  time  of  arraignment  for  a  drug  offense. 
In  1977,  the  simultaneous  offenses  occurring  most  frequently  were  crimes 
against  property  (10%)  and  motor  vehicle  offense  (10%).  Arraignments  for 
crimes  against  public  order  increased  by  91.4%  from  1977  to  1981  and  by  1981, 
individuals  were  most  often  arraigned  for  this  offense  (14%). 
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Approximately  70%  of  the  sample  were  arraigned  for  possession/presence 
in  every  year  from  1977  to  1981,  while  approximately  25%  were  arraigned  for 
distributing/intending  to  distribute.  Also,  in  every  year,  individuals  arraigned  for 
distributing,  were  most  often  distributing  Class  "D"  substances.  Class  "D"  and 
Class  "A"  distribution  decreased  from  1977  to  1981  by  10%  and  [i^.2>% 
respectively.  However,  Multiple  and  cocaine/amphetamine  distribution 
increased  by  13^^.5%  and  6^%  respectively. 

The  above  data  indicate  certain  changes  in  drug  arraignment  patterns  from 
1973  to  1981.  Although  the  volume  of  drug  arraignments  only  increased  slightly 
from  1973  to  1981,  the  types  of  drugs  used  shifted  over  this  time  period. 
Another  indicator  of  this  change  is  that  while  the  number  of  possession 
arraignments  in  comparison  to  distribution  (intention)  arraignments  did  not  vary 
significantly  from  1977  to  1981,  the  types  of  drugs  distributed/intended  to  be 
distributed  changed.  The  consistency  of  the  data  over  the  course  of  the  study  in 
other  area  suggests  that  certain  aspects  of  drug  abuse  are  not  changing.  First, 
marijuana  is  the  most  frequently  used  drug.  Secondly,  drug  users  tend  to  be 
young.  And  finally,  many  of  those  who  abuse  drugs  are  involved  in  other  types  of 
criminal  prosecution. 
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2 

6 

5 

i 

Sec  ion  V 

4 

3 

/ 

1 

PeciOT  VI 

4 

5 

6 

I 

rscior.  VU 

2 

5 

4 

6 

3at.'Stat£ 

1 

1 

TDI?J-S: 

-22- 

=21 

1977 

1976 

197? 

1900 

1981 

r>eaion  I 

4 

6 

4 

7 

2 

reaior.  II 

1 

3 

9 

1 

Reel on  III 

5 

10 

23 

19 

37 

Peaion  IV 

2 

8 

11 

U 

12 

rtsoion  V 

10 

20 

20 

20 

24 

Recion  VI 

4 

6 

19 

14 

io 

recior.  \1I 

6 

9 

11 

10 

16 

2 

3 

I 

2 

63 

92  . 

92 

10- 

1977 

19'7e 

1979 

198C  '  1961 

Recion  I 

3  1 

3 

4 

6     1  3 

Recicn  II 

2 

4 

6     1  8 

Pecion  III 

10 

5 

F.ecion  IV' 

9 

1 

3 

*  1  f 

Recicn  V 

3 

7 

4     1  6 

RecicT)  V~      1  11 

16 

16 

15  i 

Rscion  VCI 

6 

9 

6 

£     1  3 

O-'t-'Scate 

4 

2 

3 

1     1  i 

TOTALS: 

4t 

i£ 

46 

48 

39 

MTL-tPLE 

1977 

1976   1  1979  1  1980 

19h: 

I^ecior.  I 

12 

13     1    34     1  10 

jSscion  II 

22 

19     1    24     '  i: 

Ke^ior  III 

15 

19     1      5     '  5 

Kecion  IV 

10 

22     1  13 

Recior.  V       1  16 

24      1  17 

19 

rlecicri  VT      |  22 

34     j  15 

I.  ''^ 

Secicn  VTI 

31 

41     1  37 

Hi- 

8 

6     !  2 

136 

180 

'  1  c 

~Z1Z  '.1  -  SI>!-LT?i:3X''S  OrTZrCSE 


1977 

197E 

1579 

1930 

Nc 

% 

Nc. 

% 

No. 

% 

lie .  i 

i 

Drijg  Only 

729 

(68%) 

802 

(61%) 

802 

(60%) 

641 

(59%) 

766 

(61%) 

Against  ?ersc;n 

42 

(  4%) 

60 

(  5%) 

54 

(  4%) 

(  5%) 

53 

(  4%) 

Against  Proper-tv' 

105 

(10%) 

-145 

(11%) 

150 

(11%) 

109 

(10%) 

120 

{  9%) 

Sex 

5      (  -  ) 

3 

(  ^%) 

A 
H 

(  -  ) 

8 

(  1%) 

4 

(  -  ) 

.'•tetor  Vehicle 

110 

(10%) 

147 

(11%) 

138 

(11%) 

122 

(11%) 

151 

(12%) 

93 

(  8%)  . 

-155 

.     (12%)  . 

181 

(14%) 

154 

(14%) 

V  — i 

TOTALS: 

1C94 

(100%) 

131? 

(100%) 

1222. 

(100%) 

1089 

(100%) 

1292 

(100%) 

-  TnBLE  'jU  -  TYP;  CF  CO^TYPOL  SUBSTANCE  CFFENSE 


CAZSGOHY 

1977 

1976 

1979 

1950 

1981 

0?  O^FE^'SE 

No. 

% 

No 

% 

No 

No. 

No 

% 

Possession  or 
Present 

751 

(69%) 

880 

(67%) 

923 

(70%) 

766 

(70%) 

942 

(73%) 

1  

Distniuticn  or 
Intent 

274 

(25%) 

360 

(27%) 

347 

(26%) 

270 

(25%) 

309 

(24%) 

Other 

69 

(  6%) 

72 

(  6%) 

59 

(  4%) 

53 

(  5%) 

41 

(  3%) 

TOTALS: 

1094 

(100%) 

1312 

(100%) 

1329 

-  (100%) 

1C99 

(100%) 

1292 

H.00%) 

!  TABLE  \^ITI  -  DISTPZSLTS/INTEI^  TO  DISTPHBUTE,  EY  CLASS 


1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

195 

No. 

% 

No. 

% 

No. 

% 

No. 

^iO. 

% 

CLASS  "A" 

61 

(22%) 

64 

(18%) 

32 

(  9%) 

29 

(11%) 

52 

(17%) 

CLASS  "B" 

25 

(  9%) 

48 

(12%) 

45 

(13%) 

34 

(13%) 

41 

(13%) 

CLASS  "C 

22 

(  9%) 

25 

(  7%) 

14 

(  4%) 

(  5%) 

12 

(  4%) 

CLrtSS  "0" 

120 

(£3%) 

133 

(37%) 

147 

(42%) 

117 

(43%) 

108 

(35%) 

CLASS  "Z" 

1 

(  -%) 

6 

(  2%) 

6 

(  2%) 

1       (  -  ) 

2 

(  1%) 

MTLTIPIZ 

29 

ai%) 

63." 

(18%) 

79 

(23%) 

51 

(19%) 

68 

(22%) 

16 

(  6%) 

21' 

(  6%) 

24 

(  7%) 

2^ 

(  9%) 

26 

(  8%) 

TOT?iLS: 

274 

(100%) 

360 

(100%) 

34~ 

(100%) 

2~C 

(100%; 

309 

(100%) 
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